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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

Applicants arguments filed 12-28-2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

1 . The applicant argues that the prior art does not teach "selective" sending of 
data. The examiner disagrees. First and foremost, all claims put before the examiner 
must be given their broadest reasonable interpretation. 

Claim 1 merely states: 

"..retrieving service information associated with the wireless calling party; 
wherein the service information includes instructions regarding the selective 
transfer of the location information; and transmitting the selective location 
information of said wireless calling party to the called party". 

Alperovich clearly teaches sending user location to another person: 

"..A telecommunications system, and method for providing a called party with 
the location of the calling party. When a call is received by a switch serving the 
calling party, the location of the calling party is determined, which is then 
transmitted to the called party". 

Hence the applicant's broadly written claim does not provide empirical language 
which sets it apart from Alperovich's teachings - eg. Alperovich teaches at least 
"selectively" sending the user's location but no other data. The network has other data 
about this user, eg. their identity, their phone number, etc., but that does not have to be 
transmitted. Therefore the examiner is not swayed. 

The applicant is invited to amend their claim(s) so as to remove terms which can 
be broadly interpreted (eg. selective) and replace them with technical terms which 
disclose exacting design details such that these new words restrict the examiner from 
broad interpretations. 



Application/Control Number: 10/055,104 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2617 

2. The examiner notes that the amendment to claim 40 (eg. received from a 
code among a string of numbers received from the calling party) is found in the claim 
limitations of claim 17 and 32. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1, 12 and 44-46 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Alperovich et al. US 6,185,426. 

As per claim 1, Alperovich teaches a method of transferring selective location 
information of a wireless calling party to a called party, comprising: 

receiving a telephone call at a telecommunications network from the wireless 
calling party; 

retrieving service information associated with the wireless calling party; 

wherein the service information includes instructions regarding the selective 
transfer of the location information; and 

transmitting the selective location information of said wireless calling party to the 
called party (Abstract teaches sending the calling party's location to the called party and 
figures 1 thru 3 show the network which retrieves information and decides to send the 
location information) . 

As per claim 12, Alperovich teaches claim 1, wherein said location information is 
received with the telephone call from the wireless calling party (Alperovich teaches the 
calling party's location being sent to the called party, Abstract). 
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As per claims 44-46, Alperovich teaches claim 1, wherein the called party is a 
wireless/wired phone (Alperovich can support calls to wired, wireless or VoiP PC's, 
PDA's, etc. - eg. any device that can connect to the switches shown). 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 2-5, 8, 11, 13-19, 22, 25-41 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Alperovich and further in view of Johansson et al. US 6,442,391 and 
Walsh US 6,662,014 and (Zellner et al. #1 US 6,675,017 or Zellner et al. #2 US 

7,085,555). 

As per claims 2 and 41, Alperovich teaches claim 1, but is silent on wherein 
the service information instructions include preventing disclosing of the location 
information of the wireless calling party. 

The examiner puts forth several different pieces of prior art which teach 
preventing the location of the calling party from being disclosed: 

a. Johansson teaches location security (abstract) 

b. Walsh teaches a location privacy manager (Abstract) 

c. Zellner #1 or #2 teach two different manners in which location blocking 
services prohibits the user's location from being transmitted to others (Abstract) -- See 
patents 7,085,555 or 6,675,017. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Alperovich, such that location information is not transmitted, to provide privacy to 
the calling party. 
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As per claim 3, Alperovich teaches claim 2, but is silent on further comprising 
forwarding the telephone call to the called party without disclosing the location 
information of the wireless calling party. 

Johansson and Walsh and (Zeller #1 or #2) teach not disclosing the location of 
the wireless calling party (Abstracts). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Alperovich, such that the call is sent without the location, to provide privacy to 
the calling party. 

As per claims 4-5, Alperovich teaches claim 3/4, but is silent on wherein the 
location information is replaced with a location blocked message OR wherein the 
location blocked message is displayed to the called party. 

Since Johansson and Walsh and (Zeller #1 or #2) all teach blocking the location, 
one skilled can provide that functionality in various ways, which would be considered a 
design choice (eg. send a BLOCKED LOCATION message, Blank out or "X out" the 
actual location, etc.). 

The examiner takes official notice that one skilled can implement this 
blocking/privacy function in many different ways. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify the combon, such that the location is replaced with a blocked message and 
displayed, to provide means for the called party to known the calling party wants 
privacy. 

As per claim 8, Alperovich teaches claim 1 , but is silent on wherein the service 
information includes instructions regarding replacing the location information with an 
address information. 

The examiner takes official notice that it is known in the art that a triangulated (or 
GPS) location can be converted into an address. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Alperovich, such that an address is replaced, to provide means for the 
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LAT/LONG coordinates to be replaced with a user friendly address which would help in 
times of emergencies, etc. (eg. if someone is trying to locate the calling party, eg. e91 1). 

As per claim 11, Alperovich teaches claim 8, but is silent on further comprises 
forwarding the telephone call to the called party with the address information. 

The examiner takes Official Notice that the address would replace LAT/LONG 
coordinates for more user friendly location determination (eg. during an emergency). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify combon, such that the call is sent with address information, to provide means for 
the called party to determine the calling party's (user friendly) location, via address. 

As per claims 13-16, Alperovich teaches claim 1/13/14/15, but is silent on 
wherein the service information instructions includes blocking the transmission of calling 
number identification of the wireless calling party AND blocking the transmission of 
calling number identification of the wireless calling party to the called party AND 
blocking the calling party's name AND blocking the transmission of calling name 
identification of the wireless calling party to the called party. 

Walsh teaches blocking both calling party's identity and location. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify the combo, such that location/identification is blocked, to provide privacy to the 
calling party. 

As per claims 17, 32 and 40, Alperovich teaches a method of transferring 
selective location information of a wireless calling party to a called party, comprising: 
receiving a string of numbers from the wireless calling party, whereby the string of 
numbers is inclusive of the called party's telephone number; (see claim 1) 

but is silent on 

retrieving a code among the string of numbers received; 
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wherein the code includes instructions regarding blocking the selective transfer of 
the location information : and transmitting the selective location information of the 
wireless calling party to the called party. 

The examiner puts forth several different pieces of prior art which teach 
preventing the location of the calling party from being disclosed: 

a. Johansson teaches location security (abstract) 

b. Walsh teaches a location privacy manager (Abstract) 

c. Zellner #1 or #2 teach two different manners in which location blocking 
services prohibits the user's location from being transmitted to others (Abstract) See 
patents 7,085,555 or 6,675,017. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Alperovich, such that a code is sent that activates location blocking, to provide 
privacy to the calling party. 

As per claim 18, Alperovich teaches claim 17, but is silent on wherein the code 
instructions include preventing disclosing the location information. 

Johansson and Walsh and (Zeller #1 or #2) teach interaction between the mobile 
user and network whereby a signal/code is required to be transferred (or setup in a 
profile) to prevent location disclosure. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Alperovich, such that the location is not sent, to provide privacy to the calling 
unit. 

As per claims 19 and 38, Alperovich teaches claim 18, but is silent on further 
comprising forwarding the telephone call to the called party without disclosing the 
location information of the wireless calling party. 

Johansson and Walsh and (Zeller #1 or #2) teach prohibiting the location data 
from being sent to the remote party. 
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With further regard to claim 38, none of the references teach the network being 
required to store the user's location data. Alperovich may store the location since it 
determines it and sends it to the called party. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify the combo, such that the call is sent without location information, to provide 
privacy to the calling party. 

As per claim 22, Alperovich teaches claim 17, but is silent on wherein the code 
instructions include replacing the location information with an address information. 

The examiner takes official notice that it is known in the art that a triangulated (or 
GPS) location can be converted into an address. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify the combo, such that an address is sent, to provide user friendly address 
information to the called party (eg. for e91 1). 

As per claim 25, Alperovich teaches claim 22, but is silent on further 
comprising forwarding the telephone call to he called party with the address information. 

The examiner takes Official Notice that the address would replace LAT/LONG 
coordinates for more user friendly location determination (eg. during an emergency). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify the combo, such that the call is sent with address info, to provide user friendly 
location information to the called party. 

As per claims 26 and 33, Alperovich teaches claim 17/32, wherein said location 
information is received with the string of numbers from the wireless calling party 
(Alperovich teaches sending the calling party's location which may also include Caller- 
ID, eg. the caller's phone number). 
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As per claim 27, Alperovich teaches claim 17, but is silent on wherein said 
string of numbers include the code followed by the called party's telephone number. 

The examiner notes that it is a design choice as to how the "signal/code" is 
transmitted from the mobile to prohibit location determination. Hence one skilled 
understands that it would use a code transmitted along with the user's phone number to 
setup which phone prefers to block locationing. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify the combo, such that the code is included with the dialed number, to provide 
means for transmitting the location block signal to the network. 

As per claims 28-31, 34, 36, Alperovich teaches claim 17, but is silent on 

wherein the code instructions include blocking the transmission of calling number 
identification of the wireless calling party. 

Walsh teaches blocking both calling party's identity and location. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify the combo, such that the instructions block the caller-ID, to provide privacy to the 
calling party. 

As per claims 35 and 37, Alperovich teaches 34/32, but is silent on further 
comprising of blocking the transmission of the calling number identification of the 
wireless calling party to the network. 

Zellner teaches blocking the caller's identity to the called party and/or network 
Caller-ID blocking (C8, L60-65). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify the combo, such that caller-ID is blocked to the network, to provide means for 
complete caller anonymity. 

As per claim 39, Alperovich teaches claim 32, further comprising storing the 
location information of the wireless calling party in a secured server (Alperovich 
determines the calling party's location and hence must store it in buffers/registers for a 
time. Since these buffers/registers are contained in the network, the are not readily 
accessible by users and are broadly interpreted as "secure"). 
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Claims 6-7, 9-10, 20-21. 23-24, 42-43 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Alperovich and further in view of Johansson et al. US 6,442,391 and 
Walsh US 6,662,014 and (Zellner et al. #1 US 6,675,017 or Zellner et al. #2 US 
7,085,555) and Pirila US 6,674,860. 

As per claims 6-7, Alperovich teaches claim 1 , but is silent on wherein the 
service information instructions include disclosing less specific data of the location 
information. 

Pirila teaches the mobile user being able to falsify his present location (C3, L28- 
31) which broadly reads on the claims. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Alperovich, such that less specific location data is displayed, to provide privacy 
to the calling party. 

As per claims 9-10, Alperovich teaches claim 8, but is silent on wherein the 
address information is different from the location information of the wireless calling party 
AND established by the calling party. 

Pirila teaches the mobile user being able to falsify his present location (C3, L28- 
31) which broadly reads on the claims. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify the combon, such that the address is different and defined by the user, to 
provide privacy to the calling party. 

As per claims 20-21, Alperovich teaches claim 17, but is silent on wherein the 
code instructions include disclosing a less specific data of the location information AND 
further comprising forwarding the telephone call to the called party with the less specific 
data of the location information. 

Pirila teaches the mobile user being able to falsify his present location (C3, L28- 
31) which broadly reads on the claims. 
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It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify the combo, such that less specific information is sent, to provide privacy to the 
calling unit. 

As per claims 23-24, Alperovich teaches claim 22, but is silent on wherein the 
address information is different location information of the wireless calling party AND 
wherein the address information is established by the wireless calling party. 

Pirila teaches the mobile user being able to falsify his present location (C3, L28- 
31) which broadly reads on the claims. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify the combo, such that the address is different and defined by the user, to provide 
means for calling party privacy. 

As per claim 42-43, Alperovich teaches 42 but is silent on wherein the service 
information includes instructions to alter the location information of the wireless calling 
party AND wherein the service information includes instructions to send less specific 
data of the location information of the wireless calling party. 

Pirila teaches the mobile user being able to falsify his present location (C3, L28- 
31) which broadly reads on the claims. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify the combo, such that less specific location data is sent, to provide privacy to the 
calling party. 
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Conclusion 



Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Stephen M. D'Agosta whose telephone number is 571- 
272-7862. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8am to 5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bill Trost can be reached on 571-272-7872. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




